Over the past 25 years, it has been well documented that selective coping is effective for maintaining psychophysiological health (e.g., Penley, Tomaka, & Wiebe, 2002; Suls & Fletcher, 1985) . However, because coping selection is affected by various situational and intrapersonal factors (Aldwin, 1994; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) , the most beneficial type of coping is not always used even though an individual may know the best way to cope with a stressful situation. Therefore, to support the maintenance of psychophysiological health, it is important to examine factors affecting coping selection. However, many aspects of the psychological process of coping selection have not been elucidated.
The transactional model (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984 ) is a widely accepted theoretical framework for understanding the stress and coping process. This model emphasizes the cognitive role therein and assumes the existence of three steps in cognitive appraisal. The first step is primary appraisal, which refers to stressor evaluation: It involves determination of whether situations are irrelevant, positive, or stressful. Stressful appraisal includes the following three types of appraisal: (a) harm/loss refers to evaluation of the extent to which a situation has a detrimental effect on an individual, (b) threat refers to evaluation concerning anticipated harm/loss, and (c) challenge refers to evaluation of whether the situation holds the possibility of mastery or gain. It has been shown that a higher level of challenge appraisal increases one's commitment to a situation (Lepine, Podsakoff, & Lepine, 2005) . The second step of cognitive appraisal is secondary appraisal, which refers to evaluation of resources and ways to cope with a situation. In secondary appraisal, different coping mechanisms are evaluated from different viewpoints (e.g., cost/benefit analysis and self-efficacy of performing coping). Controllability, which refers to an individual's evaluation of whether a situation is controllable or uncontrollable, is also regarded as important in secondary appraisal because of its large effect on coping selection and psychophysiological health (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . The third step of appraisal assumed by the transactional model is reappraisal, which refers to an appraisal that has changed on the basis of new information received from the environment or a person as a result of one's reactions. The transactional model supposes that once a given situation is appraised as stressful, a coping strategy is selected through secondary appraisal, and if the situation was not ameliorated, one engages in reappraisal. In this process, cognitive appraisal is determined on the basis of an individual's resources, such as problem-solving skills and social support (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) .
The transactional model also supposes that stressor evaluation affects coping selection (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . For example, a higher level of threat appraisal is typically associated with greater use of emotion-focused coping (i.e., attempts to modify negative emotions associated with a stressful situation) or avoidant coping (i.e., attempts to escape from a stressful situa-tion), and a higher level of challenge appraisal generally corresponds with greater use of problem-focused coping (attempts to actively manage a stressful situation; e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Tomaka, Blascovich, Kelsey, & Leitten, 1993) . Although higher controllability is related to less frequent use of emotion-focused or avoidant coping, as well as more frequent use of problem-focused coping in the presence of task stressors (i.e., performancerelated stressors such as job duties; Shoji, Harrigan, Woll, & Miller, 2010) , these relationships do not appear in the presence of interpersonal stressors (i.e., conflicts or tension in interpersonal relationships; e.g., David & Suls, 1999; Endler, Macrodimitris, & Kocovski, 2000; Shoji et al., 2010) .
Coping selection is also influenced by various sociocultural factors, such as sociocultural backgrounds (Aldwin, 1994; Slavin, Rainer, McCreary, & Gowda, 1991) . For example, according to the self-construal concept (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) , many individuals in Western countries prefer to maintain their individuality and separateness from others, whereas those in Asian countries are likely to maintain connectedness and harmony in their relationships. It is said that many Japanese individuals place great value on their relationships with intragroup members (Yuki, 2003) and prefer to save the face of these intragroup members (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991) . Although several models have been proposed that expand the transactional model to explain sociocultural influences on the process of coping selection, there is a lack of consensus among these models.
For instance, the sociocultural model of stress, coping, and adaptation developed by Aldwin (1994) states that the primary sociocultural influence on coping selection is that of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping (i.e., shared beliefs concerning the appropriateness of each coping among a given sociocultural group). This model supposes that coping selection is influenced by stressor evaluation, which in turn is affected by sociocultural beliefs concerning coping. Because sociocultural beliefs concerning coping prescribe a certain number of coping strategies that an individual can employ in a given situation, these beliefs affect both primary and secondary appraisal through the mutual relationship between these appraisals (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . That is, stressor evaluation mediates the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection. According to Aldwin's (1994) model, the characteristic coping selection of Japanese individuals, such as saving the face of intragroup members, could be interpreted as the result of stressor evaluation, which in turn is affected by the sociocultural belief concerning coping that it is appropriate to save face for intragroup members in stressful situations.
A multicultural model developed by Slavin, Rainer, McCreary, and Gowda (1991) proposes a different process from Aldwin's (1994) model, though these models share the viewpoint that sociocultural influence on coping selection is comprised of the influence of sociocultural beliefs con-cerning coping on coping selection. In particular, Slavin et al.'s model supposes that sociocultural beliefs concerning coping affect not only stressor evaluation, but also the degree to which an individual employs them; that is, stressor evaluation does not mediate the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection. According to the model, coping selection of Japanese individuals could be construed as the result of stressor evaluation, as well as sociocultural beliefs concerning coping.
Although these models provide useful insights to explain sociocultural influence on coping selection, there is limited empirical evidence to support each pathway proposed in the models, as they were constructed on the basis of literature reviews. Therefore, it remains unclear whether or not stressor evaluation mediates the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection. The present study empirically examines extant theories on the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping on coping selection.
In examining this issue, the measurement of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and the extent of their influence on coping selection will be considered. Much of the research that laid the groundwork for extant models used the method of comparing different sociocultural groups (e.g., American and Japanese) to examine the relationship between variables. However, this approach does not directly address sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and is not suitable to clarify the mediational effect of stressor evaluation on the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping over coping selection.
Findings from cross-cultural psychology and behavioral science literature provide useful suggestions for solving this methodological issue. According to this literature, it might be suggested that sociocultural beliefs concerning coping can be construed as one's estimates of others' appraisals of behavior (i.e., approval or disapproval; Ajzen, 1988; Ajzen, 1991; Hashimoto, 2011; Zou et al., 2009) . For example, Hashimoto (2011) indicated that, contrary to what was found by Markus and Kitayama (1991) , Japanese individuals do not personally value maintaining a sense of connectedness and harmony in their relationships, although they do understand that behaving in such a way is appraised favorably by the general public. In addition, Zou et al. (2009) stated that estimates of others' appraisals of behavior, regardless of cultural orientation, fully mediate the relationship between sociocultural background and behavior selection. Findings from cross-cultural psychology and behavioral science literature also indicated that the influence of one's estimates of others' appraisals of behavior on the selection of their own behavior could be buffered by their attitude toward other individuals or groups in a given situation; this determines whether the other individuals or groups function as significant others or as reference groups for that individual (Ajzen, 1988; Ajzen, 1991; Merton, 1957; Yam-agishi, Hashimoto, & Schug, 2008) . According to these suggestions, it could be construed that individuals who prefer to save face in front of these intragroup members believe that behaving in such a way is favorable from the viewpoint of other intragroup members; further, they see the intragroup-the sociocultural group to which the individual belongs-as a reference group. From this perspective, it is possible to consider that sociocultural beliefs concerning coping as one's estimates of others' appraisals of coping (approval or disapproval) are constructed through learning the history of a given sociocultural group. In addition, the extent to which sociocultural beliefs concerning coping influence coping selection could be construed as the interaction between one's estimates of others' appraisals of coping and one's attitude toward their own sociocultural in-group.
Thus, the purpose of this study was to examine the mediating effect of stressor evaluation on the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection. We considered sociocultural beliefs concerning coping to be estimates of others' appraisals of coping and that the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping on coping selection could be buffered by one's attitude toward the sociocultural group. We use the term "appraisal of coping acceptability" to signify an estimate of others' appraisals of coping, as according to the transactional model, it could be appropriate to describe others' approval or disapproval of a given coping based on estimates of their appraisal of coping. We used the unit to which an individual belonged in their workplace as the target sociocultural group, because this is a familiar sociocultural group among Japanese employees.
Because there are differences in the relationship between stressor evaluation and coping selection depending on the type of coping and the type of stressor (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Shoji et al., 2010) , we examined the mediating effect of stressor evaluation according to type of coping (problemfocused, emotion-focused, or avoidant) and type of stressor (task or interpersonal) in order to exclude the possibility that these factors have confounded the results. The detailed research questions of this study, based on the results of previous studies, are as follows. First, in light of the general relationship between threat and emotion-focused or avoidant coping (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Tomaka et al., 1993) , does threat mediate the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning emotion-focused or avoidant coping (namely, the interaction between appraisal of the acceptability of emotion-focused or avoidant coping ϫ attitude toward sociocultural group) on the selection of those types of coping in the presence of both task and interpersonal stressors? Second, observing the general relationship between challenge and problem-focused coping (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Tomaka et al., 1993) , does challenge mediate the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning problem-focused coping on the use of that type of coping in the presence of both task and interpersonal stressors? Third, as the significant relationship between controllability and problem-focused, emotion-focused, or avoidant coping appeared in the presence of task stressors, but not in the presence of interpersonal stressors (e.g., Endler et al., 2000; Shoji et al., 2010) , does controllability mediate the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping on the selection of those coping in the presence of a task stressor, but not in the presence of an interpersonal stressor?
METHOD

Participants
The investigation utilized employees of a listed Japanese information technology company (N ϭ 1,316) at the time of an annual health check. All employees were invited to participate in the study by the health nurse of the company and were given a pamphlet containing a written description of the study. Those electing to participate gave their informed consent to the health nurse. Questionnaires were distributed among the participants, who responded to these over a 2-week duration and returned them to the health nurse. A total of 1,087 employees participated in the study (response rate 83%). Data from 747 participants (544 male and 203 female individuals, mean age 39.5 years, SD ϭ 9.9) who met the following criteria were used for analysis: (a) responded to all items and (b) indicated that the strongest stressor experienced at the time of the investigation in the work place was a task stressor, such as job duty, or an interpersonal stressor, such as friction between colleagues. A total of 471 participants experienced a task stressor, and 276 participants experienced an interpersonal stressor. Table 1 shows the demographics of those who completed the questionnaire (completer) and those who did not (noncompleter); the results indicate that there were no significant differences in demographics (sex, mean age, job type, and job rank) between these groups. This study was approved by the local ethics committee of Waseda University.
Measures
Coping
The coping scale for task stressor and job evaluation stressor (CSTJ; Morimoto & Shimada, 2010) and the coping scale for interpersonal stressor (CSI; Morimoto & Shimada, 2010) were used to measure participant coping. The CSTJ and CSI were both developed based on the tri-axial model of coping (Tobin, Holroyd, Reynolds, & Wigal, 1989) , which is a theoretical classification of coping. The CSTJ measures coping in the presence of task stressors, such as job content, and the results are expressed in terms of five factors: problem solving refers to effort to settle the situation, such as "check using own methods"; instrumental support-seeking refers to effort made to ask someone for help in the furtherance of settling the situation, such as "ask advice of boss"; giving up refers to abandonment of one's effort to settle the situation, such as "abandon one's effort to settle the situation"; expressing emotion refers to abandonment of one's effort to settle the situation and complaining to someone else about it, such as "complain to subordinate about stressor"; and distraction refers to diversion, such as "take a rest." The CSI measures coping in the presence of interpersonal stressors in the workplace, and the results are expressed in terms of four factors: support-seeking refers to effort made to ask someone for help in the furtherance of settling the situation, such as "ask advice of colleague about stressor"; positively relating refers to effort to settle the situation, such as "actively involve the difficult person"; negatively relating refers to effort to avoid the situation, such as "ask someone to deal with the difficult person"; and having no hope of improvement with regard to the stressor refers to effort to unclutter one's mind, such as "just try to get used to it." Morimoto and Shimada (2010) indicated that the problem solving and instrumental support seeking subscales of the CSTJ, as well as the support-seeking and positively relating subscales of the CSI, could be construed as problem-focused coping; the distraction subscale of the CSTJ and the having no hopes of improvement with regard to the stressor subscale of the CSI could be construed as emotion-focused coping; and the giving up and expressing emotion subscales of the CSTJ as well as the negatively relating subscale of the CSI could be considered as avoidant coping.
Participants were asked to select the coping scales corresponding to the stressors that marked their own experiences in their workplaces and to rate the degree to which they employed each coping strategy using a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from 0 (almost never) to 4 (very often), according to the following question: "How often did you follow a coping [strategy] in response to the marked stressor?" For example, participants experiencing a task stressor responded to the CSTJ. For analysis, the scores of the CSTJ and CSI subscales that correspond to each type of coping strategy (problemfocused, emotion-focused, and avoidant coping) were summed. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the CSTJ subscales were .77, .80, and .63, and those of the CSI subscales were .75, .70, and .74, respectively.
Stressor Evaluation
The Cognitive Appraisal Rating Scale (CARS; Suzuki & Sakano, 1998) was used to measure participant stressor evaluation. CARS consists of four factors (commitment, appraisal of effect, appraisal of threat, and controllability), each assessed by two items rated on a scale ranging from 1 (disagree) to 4 (agree), according to the following question: "What do you think of the marked stressor?" According to Suzuki and Sakano (1998) , the commitment, appraisal of effect, appraisal of threat, and controllability subscales of CARS correspond to challenge, harm/loss, threat, and controllability, respectively. The present study used items from the commitment, appraisal of threat, and controllability subscales of CARS. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the questions from these three subscales were .81, .86, and .71, respectively. We henceforth use the terms challenge, threat, and controllability to represent these three subscales, respectively, to facilitate the understanding of the reader.
Appraisal of Coping Acceptability
Participants were asked to rate the degree to which each coping strategy included in the CSTJ and the CSI was accepted by colleagues in their units within their company, ranging from 1 (not acceptable at all) to 4 (acceptable), according to the following question: "To what degree do you think your colleagues in your workplace unit would approve of you employing the following coping?" For analysis, the subscale scores of both the CSTJ and the CSI that correspond to each type of coping (problem-focused coping, emotion-focused coping, and avoidant coping) were summed separately. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the CSTJ subscales were .89, .85, and .80, and those of the CSI subscales were .87, .77, and .90, respectively.
Attitude Toward Sociocultural Group
This study was conducted during an annual health check provided by the company. Therefore, if participants are asked to rate the workplace's degree of the importance for the self (e.g., "How important do you think your workplace is?"), social desirability will affect the results because of the self-presentation motivation of wanting to appear favorably within the workplace (Leary, 1994) . When a given group functions as a reference group for an individual, estimates of group evaluation of behavior play an important role as grounds for behavior selection (Merton, 1957) . To exclude the effect of social desirability, we asked participants to rate the degree to which appraisals of coping acceptability drive their coping selection instead of asking participants to rate the workplace's degree of importance for the self, ranging from 1 (not regarded as important at all) to 4 (regarded as important), according to the following question: "When you select the following coping, how important is your colleagues' approval of your coping to you? (Your colleagues refer to your workmates in your unit in your workplace.)" Attitude toward sociocultural group was rated for each subscale of CSTJ and CSI by one item representing each definition introduced earlier. For analysis, the CSTJ and CSI scores were summed. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients of the two scales were .62 and .73, respectively.
Statistical Analysis
First, descriptive statistics of the indicator variables and zero-order correlations among the indicator variables were calculated. Then, we conducted a series of mediational analyses to assess whether stressor evaluation mediates the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection on the basis of the method of Baron and Kenny (1986) . First, stressor evaluation was predicted on the basis of appraisal of coping acceptability, attitude toward sociocultural group, and the interaction term between those variables. Second, the use of coping was predicted on the basis of appraisal of coping acceptability, attitude toward sociocultural group, and the interaction term between those variables. Finally, the use of coping was predicted on the basis of stressor evaluation, appraisal of coping acceptability, attitude toward sociocultural group, and the interaction between appraisal of coping acceptability ϫ attitude toward sociocultural group.
RESULTS
Descriptive statistics of the indicator variables are shown in Table 2 . The mean values representing the frequency of use of each type of coping and stressor evaluation were comparable to those observed in previous studies (Morimoto & Shimada, 2010; Suzuki & Sakano, 1998) . Table 3 shows the zero-order correlations among the indicator variables. There were some significant, but weak, relationships between appraisal of coping acceptability, stressor evaluation, and attitude toward sociocultural group.
The results of the mediational analysis of threat (Question 1) are illustrated in Figure 1 . There were significant correlations among sex, age, and the dependent variables; thus, sex and age were included in the regression model as control variables. In situations of both emotion-focused coping and avoidant coping, appraisal of coping acceptability was negatively associated with threat in the presence of a task stressor and was positively associated with the use of those types of coping in the presence of both types of stressors. There was no significant association between the interaction term (appraisal of coping acceptability ϫ attitude toward sociocultural group) and the dependent variables. Threat was significantly associated with the use of both types of coping in the presence of both stressors, except that emotionfocused coping was not associated with threat in the presence of an interpersonal stressor. These results indicated the possibility that threat mediates the relationship between appraisal of emotion-focused or avoidant coping acceptability and the use of those types of coping in the presence of a task stressor. The Sobel test showed that attenuation of the effect of appraisal of coping acceptability on coping selection was significant after controlling for threat (emotion-focused coping: z ϭ 2.22, p Ͻ .05; avoidant coping: z ϭ Ϫ2.00, p Ͻ .05) but that it was small in magnitude. Note. ACA ϭ appraisal of coping acceptability; PFC ϭ problem-focused coping; EFC ϭ emotion-focused coping; AC ϭ avoidant coping; AS ϭ attitude toward sociocultural group. Figure 2 depicts the results of mediational analysis of challenge (Question 2). Sex and age were also included in the regression model as control variables for the same reason why they were included in the first regression model. Appraisal of coping acceptability was positively associated with challenge in the presence of a task stressor and was positively associated with the use of problem-focused coping in the presence of both stressors. The interaction term was positively associated with challenge in the presence of an interpersonal stressor but was not significantly associated with the use of problem-focused coping in the presence of both stressors. Single slope analysis showed that when attitude toward sociocultural group was high Figure 1 . Results of mediational analysis of threat on the relationship between appraisal of emotion-focused and avoidant coping acceptability and the use of those types of coping. Estimates in italics are for task stressors, and nonitalicized are for interpersonal stressors. Estimates in parentheses indicate effect sizes after controlling for the effect of threat. Estimates of sex and age for the use of coping are effects after controlling for the effect of threat. p Ͻ .01.
‫ء‬ p Ͻ .05. (a) Emotion-focused coping (b) Avoidant coping.
(ϩ1 SD), appraisal of problem-focused coping acceptability was positively associated with challenge (␤ ϭ .23, p Ͻ .01), whereas there was no significant association between these variables when attitude toward sociocultural group was medium (␤ ϭ .09, ns) or low (Ϫ1 SD: ␤ ϭ Ϫ.04, ns). Challenge was positively associated with the use of problem-focused coping in the presence of both stressors. These results indicated that, for interpersonal stressors, challenge mediates the relationship between the use of problemfocused coping and the interaction between appraisal of coping acceptability ϫ attitude toward sociocultural group. That is, in those who have high attitude toward sociocultural group, appraisal of coping acceptability increases challenge (␤ ϭ .23, p Ͻ .01), and in turn, challenge increases the use of problem-focused coping (␤ ϭ .29, p Ͻ .01; indirect effect: .23 ϫ .29 ϭ .07). However, the indirect effect of this interaction was weaker than the direct effect of appraisal of coping acceptability on the selection of problemfocused coping (␤ ϭ .31, p Ͻ .01). Furthermore, these results also indicated the possibility that challenge mediates the relationship between appraisal of problem-focused coping acceptability and the use of that type of coping in the presence of a task stressor. The Sobel test showed that attenuation of the effect of appraisal of coping acceptability on coping selection was significant after controlling for challenge (z ϭ 2.33, p Ͻ .05), but that it was small in magnitude. Finally, the results of the mediational analysis of controllability (Question 3) are illustrated in Figure 3 . Sex and age were included in the Results of mediational analysis of challenge on the relationship between appraisal of problem-focused coping acceptability and the use of that type of coping. Estimates in italics are for task stressors, and nonitalicized are for interpersonal stressors. Estimates in parentheses indicate effects after controlling for the effect of challenge. Estimates of sex and age for the use of coping are effects after controlling for the effect of challenge. regression model as control variables for the same reason why they were included in the previous regression models. There was a significant positive association between appraisal of coping acceptability and controllability in each type of coping and in the presence of both stressors, except that there was no association during emotion-focused coping in the presence of an interpersonal stressor. In addition, appraisal of coping acceptability was positively associated with coping selection during each type of coping and in the presence of both types of stressors. There was a significant association between the interaction term and coping selection after controlling for controllability during problem-focused coping in the presence of an interpersonal stressor. However, single slope analysis of this interaction showed that appraisal of problem-focused coping acceptability was positively associated with the use of that type of coping regardless of whether attitude toward sociocultural group was high (ϩ1 SD: ␤ ϭ .43, p Ͻ .01), medium (␤ ϭ .32, p Ͻ .01), or low (Ϫ1 SD: ␤ ϭ .20, p Ͻ .05). Controllability was significantly associated with coping selection during problem-focused and emotion-focused coping in the presence of a task stressor, and it was also significantly associated with avoidant coping in the presence of an interpersonal stressor. These results indicated the possibility that controllability might mediate the relationship between appraisal of coping acceptability and coping selection during problem-focused and emotion-focused coping in the presence of a task stressor and during avoidant coping in the presence of an interpersonal stressor. The Sobel test showed that attenuation of the effect of appraisal of coping acceptability on coping selection was significant in the presence of a task stressor after controlling for controllability (problem-focused coping: z ϭ 3.09, p Ͻ .01; emotion-focused coping: z ϭ 2.33, p Ͻ .05) but was not significant during avoidant coping in the presence of an interpersonal stressor (z ϭ Ϫ1.95, ns). Moreover, attenuation of the effect of appraisal of problem-focused and emotion-focused coping acceptability on the selection of those types of coping was small after controlling for controllability. Results of mediational analysis of controllability on the relationship between appraisal of emotion-focused, avoidant, and problem-focused coping acceptability and the use of those types of coping. Estimates in italics are for task stressors, and nonitalicized are for interpersonal stressors. Estimates in parentheses indicate effects after controlling the effect of controllability. Estimates of sex and age for the use of coping are effects after controlling for the effect of controllability.
‫ء‬ p Ͻ .05. ‫ءء‬ p Ͻ .01. (a) Emotion-focused coping (b) Avoidant coping (c) Problem-focused coping.
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the mediational effect of stressor evaluation on the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping on coping selection. The results of a series of mediational analyses indicated that, for all questions included in the study, stressor evaluation (threat, challenge, and controllability) does not substantively mediate the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection; stressor evaluation significantly mediated this relationship, but its mediational effect was slight. These results did not support Aldwin's model (1994) , but were supportive of Slavin et al.'s (1991) model, because sociocultural beliefs concerning coping, as well as stressor evaluation, related to coping selection. Furthermore, attitude toward sociocultural group does not seem to influence the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection.
Previous studies indicated that stressor evaluation affects coping selection (e.g., Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Shoji et al., 2010) . However, the results of this study indicated that the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping on coping selection could be stronger than stressor evaluation, as appraisal of coping acceptability had a relatively strong association with the use of coping rather than with stressor evaluation during each type of coping and in the presence of both stressors. These results suggest that, at least in Japanese employees, sociocultural beliefs concerning coping, rather than stressor evaluation, affect coping selection.
No mediational effect of threat on the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning emotion-focused or avoidant coping and the use of those types of coping in the presence of an interpersonal stressor appeared, contrary to the situation in the presence of a task stressor, as appraisal of coping acceptability and the interaction term were not significantly related to threat. In addition, no mediational effect of controllability on the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning avoidant coping and the use of that type of coping in the presence of a task stressor appeared, as controllability was not significantly related to the use of avoidant coping. These results may stem from differences between the characteristics of the various stressors. Given that duties involving a task stressor are matters that should be solved among employees (a sociocultural approach among Japanese employees), even if the controllability of a task stressor is high, the use of avoidant coping may not necessarily increase. However, if one estimates that employing emotion-focused or avoidant coping in the presence of a task stressor will be appraised as favorable by colleagues, this could lead to less perceived pressure to perform difficult duties, and threat could be thereby reduced. Alternatively, in the case of an interpersonal stressor such as friction between colleagues, friction itself might not necessarily change as long as individuals belong to the same workplace, even if one estimates that dealing with friction using emotion-focused or avoidant coping will be appraised as favorable by colleagues, appraisal of emotion-focused or avoidant coping acceptability does not relate to threat.
Contrary to the indications of Ajzen (1988 Ajzen ( , 1991 and Yamagishi et al. (2008) , the buffering effect of attitude toward sociocultural group on the relationship between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection was not significant. Two possible explanations can be considered for this result. One explanation is associated with the nature of the sociocultural group used in the study. Ajzen (1988 Ajzen ( , 1991 made both "estimates of others' appraisals of behavior" and "attitudes toward other individuals or groups in a given situation" into independent concepts. However, behavior that an individual appraises as unacceptable in the workplace may be perceived as very costly (e.g., he or she may be fired), because the workplace provides resources that are necessary to live (e.g., money). Kaiser and Miller (2004) asserted that appraisal of the costs/benefits of employing coping affects coping selection. Thus, appraisal of coping acceptability may have a relatively strong association with coping selection, so that the interaction between coping acceptability ϫ attitude toward sociocultural group may have relatively weak predictive power.
Another possible explanation is related to the characteristics of the participants of this study. Zou et al. (2009) indicated that the effect of estimates of others' appraisals on selection of behavior is equally strong across cultures. Therefore, it might be possible to apply the concept of appraisal of coping acceptability to individuals with different cultural backgrounds. However, Zou et al. (2009) did not consider other factors that affect the selection of behavior (e.g., stressor evaluation). Therefore, there is a possibility that the strength of the relationship between variables differs between individuals with different cultural backgrounds.
Regardless of these concerns, this study provides useful insights for the development of stress management interventions. The results of the study suggest that, with regard to the cognitive appraisal process, merely treating stressor evaluation could be insufficient to regulate the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping on coping selection. Considering sociocultural beliefs concerning coping as estimates of others' appraisals of coping could make it possible to regulate these sociocultural influences. For example, the cognitive restructuring method attempts to modify cognition and thoughts (Greensberger, Padesky, & Greenberger, 1995) and is frequently employed to improve stressor evaluation in stress management interventions (Richardson & Rothstein, 2008) . Appraisal of coping acceptability is a form of cognition, so practicing the cognitive restructuring method in the appraisal of coping acceptability, in addition to stressor evaluation, might be effective for individuals who do not employ a beneficial coping strategy due to the influence of sociocultural beliefs concerning coping.
This study has several limitations. First, the Cronbach's alpha coefficients of attitude toward sociocultural group were insufficient in the presence of both stressors. Thus, a reexamination of the effect of attitude toward sociocultural group on the association between sociocultural beliefs concerning coping and coping selection, using a different procedure, is needed. Second, we employed a cross-sectional survey using the retrospective method, so we cannot infer causal relationships from our results. Therefore, there is a need for examination of any possible causal relationships. Third, because the characteristics of the participants were limited in scope, the findings of the study cannot be generalized. Therefore, there is a need for further examination using individuals with different cultural backgrounds and different sociocultural groups. Fourth, though we focused on the cognitive appraisal process, coping selection is influenced by cognitive appraisal, as well as individual resources, such as social support (Aldwin, 1994; Hudek-Knežević & Kardum, 2000) . On the basis of the indication of Lazarus and Folkman (1984) , this study assumed that stressor evaluation was affected by individual resources. However, we cannot exclude the possibility that variability in terms of individual resources affects the results. Thus, additional examination considering individual resources is necessary. Finally, although Aldwin (1994) suggested that sociocultural beliefs concerning coping influence not only coping selection but also the effectiveness of coping, there is room for consideration of individual differences in the degree to which sociocultural beliefs affect the effectiveness of coping. Therefore, an examination of the relationship between appraisal of coping acceptability and the effectiveness of coping is also an important issue for further investigation.
